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S-1  California Department of Fish and Game 1 

(DFG) 2 

S-1.1 3 
 4 
The lead agencies’ preferred alternative is a revised version of Alternative 2 that would not include a spur, 5 
nor a trail west of Pacheco Pond across the willow habitat.  Since the preferred alternative does not 6 
include a spur to Novato Creek, the seasonal closure of the spur is no longer relevant in this alternative. 7 
 8 
S-1.2 9 
 10 
Submission of reports to DFG is mentioned as part of mitigation measures that include preconstruction 11 
surveys (see Mitigations BIO-1, BIO-3, BIO-4, and BIO-5).  For federally listed species such as salt 12 
marsh harvest mouse or California clapper rail, if preconstruction surveys are conducted, survey reports 13 
would also be sent to USFWS.  14 
 15 
S-1.3 16 
 17 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 has been changed to include hand-removal of pickleweed habitat prior to 18 
placement of exclusion fencing.  Trapping of salt marsh harvest mice has been deleted from the measure. 19 
 20 
 21 

22 
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S-2  Office of Planning and Research, State 1 

Clearinghouse 2 

S-2.1 3 
 4 
Comment noted. 5 

6 
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S-3  California Department of Toxic Substances 1 

Control (DTSC) July 26, 2002 2 

S-3.1 3 
 4 
Comment noted. 5 

6 
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S-4  California State Lands Commission 1 

S-4.1 2 
 3 
High transitional marsh would provide refugia for species utilizing adjacent tidal marsh during high-tide 4 
events and would provide a component of diverse habitat in a wide plain of tidal marsh. The design of a 5 
high transitional marsh on the SLC parcel precludes neither removal of source contamination nor in situ 6 
treatment and disposal.  Use of the SLC parcel for tidal marsh was analyzed in the 1998 EIR/EIS for the 7 
HWRP.  The Draft SEIR/EIS analyzes use of a portion of the site for high transitional marsh.  Remedial 8 
options are addressed through the BRAC and FUDS processes.  Between the 1998 document and this 9 
supplemental document, several possible uses for the SLC parcel relative to wetland design have been 10 
analyzed and disclosed.  If the BMKV expansion is authorized as an addition to the HWRP and later it is 11 
determined that tidal marsh use is more appropriate for the SLC site, at that point the lead agencies for the 12 
HWRP would examine whether any additional NEPA or CEQA compliance would be necessary in light 13 
of the analysis provided in the existing NEPA and CEQA documents.  At this juncture, the plan is for 14 
high transitional marsh on a portion of SLC. 15 
 16 
S-4.2  17 
 18 
As the commenter indicates, in situ treatment is merely one of a large number of remediation options 19 
available.  The site investigation and remediation process is not controlled by the HWRP, but as the site is 20 
still in the investigation stage it is understood that no individual remediation option has yet been selected, 21 
nor even proposed.  Neither are the extent or timing of FUDS remediation funding under the control of 22 
the HWRP.  The Draft GRR merely evaluates the available project implementation options under the 23 
conceivable scenario of delayed FUDS funding for site remediation. 24 
 25 
S-4.3 26 
 27 
The SLC staff’s strong preference for “removal of the source(s) of contamination” is noted.  28 
Authorization of this project would not irretrievably commit the Government to a particular course of 29 
remedial action.  The design of a high transitional marsh on the SLC parcel precludes neither removal of 30 
source contamination nor in situ treatment and disposal. 31 
 32 
S-4.4 33 
 34 
The Corps acknowledges the SLC’s viewpoint on the adequacy of a 49-year permit or lease, coupled with 35 
a right of first refusal to renew, as a real property interest underlying this ecosystem restoration project.  36 
Lease period(s) of finite length would require a deviation from the Corps’ long-standing policy of 37 
requiring fee title underlying such projects.  The Draft GRR reflects 2 options found potentially viable in 38 
resolving the real property interest issue, which would require no deviation from Corps policy requiring 39 
fee title, or deviation to a lesser degree than would result in the case of a lease.  Selection from among the 40 
available real property interest alternatives would be made as the SLC parcel approaches a condition 41 
suitable for restoration purposes under the FUDS remediation program. 42 
 43 
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S-4.5 1 
 2 
As indicated in response to SLC’s comment S-4.4, the Corps has evaluated and generally reviewed with 3 
the SLC, the project non-Federal sponsor, and other parties several options for resolving the real property 4 
interest issue.  One of the 2 options identified as potentially viable would involve a determination of 5 
“significant environmental value” as a prerequisite to placement of the parcel on the California 6 
Significant Lands Inventory.  Selection of an appropriate alternative from among the available options 7 
would be made as the SLC parcel approaches a condition suitable for restoration purposes under the 8 
FUDS remediation program. 9 
 10 

11 
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S-5  San Francisco Regional Water Quality 1 

Control Board (SFRWQCB) 2 

S-5.1 3 
 4 
Comment noted.  As noted in table 1-1 in the Draft SEIR/EIS, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 5 
(SWPPP) would need to be prepared pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act.  This is also noted  6 
on page 4-44.  The project includes the establishment of water quality detention basins (see page 3-14).  7 
In addition, Mitigation Measure WQ-4 includes a water quality monitoring program to be developed in 8 
accordance with Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) to be established during permitting by the 9 
RWQCB. 10 
 11 
S-5.2 12 
 13 
Mention of the California Toxic Rule (CTR) has been expanded to provide the reader a better overview of 14 
the rule and the amendments under development to the Basin Plan.  Details regarding the General 15 
Construction Storm Water Discharge Permit have been updated.  The typo on table 4-11 regarding criteria 16 
for PCBs has been corrected to 0.0227 mg/kg.  The noncover criteria has been corrected to 0.180 mg/kg   17 
 18 
 19 

20 
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S-6  California Department of Toxic Substances 1 

Control (DTSC), September 13, 2002 2 

General Response to Comment S-6 Re: Remediation Issues at HAAF, Navy Ballfields, and SLC 3 
(NAF) sites:  4 
 5 
The comment letter makes numerous references to remediation issues on the HAAF, Navy Ballfields, and 6 
SLC (also referred to as the North Antennae Field or NAF) sites.  This general response discusses the 7 
relation of these issues to the activities included or not included with the BMKV expansion of HWRP, 8 
which is the subject of the SEIR/EIS. 9 
 10 
The BMKV expansion is a proposed addition to the HWRP.  The HWRP, including the HAAF, Navy 11 
Ballfields, and SLC (NAF) sites, were analyzed in the 1998 EIR/EIS and authorized in the Water 12 
Resources Development Act of 1999.  13 
 14 
Relevant to HAAF/Navy Ballfields portions of the HWRP, as noted on pages 3-1 and 3-2 of the Draft 15 
SEIR/EIS, The suite of restoration activities in the 3 action alternatives include the following changes: 16 
 17 
! Replacement of the barrier levee between BMKV and HAAF, with an access berm for the NSD line 18 

! Extension of the Bay Trail south and north from the City of Novato levee 19 

! Potential use of diesel off-loading and booster pumps for off-loading dredged material 20 

! Potential alternative alignment of dredged-material pipeline directly from the off-loading facility to 21 
the BMKV expansion site (Alternatives 1 and 2) 22 

None of the proposed changes included in the BMKV expansion result in any changes to the HWRP 23 
wetland design for the HAAF or Navy Ballfields parcels.  The BMKV expansion makes no 24 
determinations whatsoever regarding potential remedial activities at the HAAF or Navy Ballfields.  The 25 
BMKV expansion proposes no hydrologic or physical connections between the HAAF or Navy Ballfield 26 
parcels.  Remedial determinations for these sites are being addressed through the Base Realignment and 27 
Closure (BRAC) process.  If the remedial determinations ultimately made through BRAC would require 28 
changes in the wetland designs proposed for the HAAF or Navy Ballfields portions of the HWRP, then at 29 
that point, the lead agencies would evaluate the potential effects of the changes and determine whether or 30 
not additional NEPA/CEQA compliance would be necessary.  This has been clarified in the executive 31 
summary, chapter 2, and the Hazardous Materials and Waste section of chapter 4 of the SEIR/EIS.  At 32 
this point, the lead agencies consider it speculative to assume that the BRAC process would not result in 33 
remedial options that leave the site suitable for the proposed wetland use generally in accordance with the 34 
present project design. 35 
   36 
Extensive discussion of the HAAF and Navy Ballfields remedial issues in the BMKV expansion 37 
SEIR/EIS are not necessary for an adequate analysis of the effects of the proposed BMKV expansion.  38 
The summary of hazardous materials and waste relevant to the HAAF parcel and the Navy ball fields has 39 
been expanded somewhat so as to provide the reader with a contextual understanding of the remedial 40 
process at the neighboring parcels. 41 
 42 
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The SLC parcel was included in the 1998 EIS/EIR as part of the HWRP.  Remedial issues at the SLC 1 
parcel are being addressed through the Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS) process.  However, the only 2 
potential changes analyzed in the BMKV expansion SEIR/EIS relevant to the SLC site are, as noted, on 3 
pages 3-1 and 3-2:   4 
 5 
! elimination of the proposed HWRP separating levee between SLC and BMKV;  6 

! change in location and amount of high transitional marsh;  7 

! repositioning of the tidal breach on SLC to BMKV (in Alternative 2 and 3); and  8 

! reduction in the amount of dredged material placement (Alternative 3 only). 9 

A summary of remedial concerns on the SLC site is presented in the Hazardous Materials and Waste 10 
section in chapter 4 of the Draft SEIR/EIS.  The summary of hazardous materials and waste relevant to 11 
the SLC parcel has been expanded somewhat so as to provide the reader with a better contextual 12 
understanding.  However, extensive discussion of remedial concerns on the SLC parcel is not necessary to 13 
adequately assess the impacts of the BMKV expansion, because the BMKV expansion presumes that the 14 
SLC site would be appropriately remediated to a state suitable for the proposed wetland use.  Further, 15 
BMKV expansion makes no determinations regarding ultimate remedial options for contaminated 16 
portions of the SLC site, which are being determined through the FUDS program. If the remedial 17 
determinations ultimately made through FUDS or the timing of remedial action would require changes in 18 
the wetland designs proposed for the SLC portions of the HWRP, then at that point, the lead agencies 19 
would evaluate the potential effects of the changes and determine whether or not additional NEPA/CEQA 20 
compliance would be necessary.  However, an assumption that the FUDS process would not result in 21 
remediation to levels suitable for wetland reuse or would extensively delay the BMKV project such that 22 
wetland designs would need to be altered, is considered speculative at this time.  This has been clarified in 23 
the executive summary, chapter 2, and the Hazardous Materials and Waste section of chapter 4 of the 24 
SEIR/EIS.  At this point, the lead agencies consider it speculative to assume that the FUDS process would 25 
not result in remedial options that leave the site suitable for the proposed wetland use generally in 26 
accordance with the present project design. 27 
 28 
S-6.1  29 
 30 
As noted above, the remedial issues at HAAF and SLC are being addressed through the BRAC and FUDS 31 
processes, respectively.  Those processes will make the determinations regarding proposed remedial 32 
decisions and any associated remedial action plans.  Any CEQA/NEPA documentation associated with 33 
the remedial action plans or other related activity would derive from these remedial processes.  The 34 
HWRP presumed resolution of these issues through BRAC and SLC so that the sites will be appropriate 35 
for the proposed wetland reuse while adhering generally to the present project design. 36 
 37 
S-6.2 38 
 39 
A specific remedial plan has not been developed by the Conservancy for the limited areas of concern 40 
identified at the BMKV parcel.  However, remediation of these areas, as necessary, would occur prior to 41 
site preparation and earthworks for the wetland restoration project.  42 
 43 
An overview map of areas of concern at the SLC site is included in the revised Hazardous Materials and 44 
Waste section of the SEIR/EIS.  If DTSC is requesting an oversized map of the proposed conceptual 45 
design for the BMKV expansion preferred alternative, this can be provided upon request. 46 
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 1 
S-6.3 2 
 3 
The SEIR/EIS provides a description of BRAC in chapter 2 and a brief overview of HAAF in the 4 
Hazardous Materials and Waste section in chapter 4.  There is no discussion of Findings Of Suitability  to 5 
Tranfer or Finding Of Suitability for Early Transfer .  Transfer timing and modalities for the HAAF 6 
property are part of the BRAC process. 7 
 8 
S-6.4 9 
 10 
DTSC is identified on table 1-1 in chapter 1 as a responsible agency for approval of remediation plans for 11 
identified areas of contamination.  Regarding the BMKV expansion, the state lead agency is the 12 
Conservancy.  As noted above, remedial activities at the HAAF and SLC sites are under the BRAC and 13 
FUDS programs and are a separate environmental process. 14 
 15 
S-6.5 and S-6.6 16 
 17 
See General Response to Comment S-6 above regarding HAAF, SLC, and Navy Ballfields. 18 
 19 
Investigations at BMKV to date are summarized in the document based on the site investigations.  These 20 
studies have been incorporated by reference and have been provided to DTSC.  A remedial action plan 21 
has not yet been developed at this time; however, the results of the site investigations  do not identify 22 
substantial areas or amounts of hazardous materials or waste on the BMKV expansion site, and thus 23 
remedial action, as necessary is not expected to be extensive, nor hinder the reuse of the site for wetlands 24 
and other habitats.  Due to the limited nature of contaminant issues identified on the site, additional detail 25 
is not necessary to adequately characterize the potential impacts and mitigation.  A map showing the 26 
sampling locations and areas of concern at the BMKV expansion site has been added to the Hazardous 27 
Materials and Waste section of the SEIR/EIS as well as an overview map of the areas of concern at the 28 
SLC parcel.  The expansion site was part of the technical appendix provided to DTSC.  DTSC has also 29 
been provided copies of remedial reports for the SLC site by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 30 
Sacramento District.  31 
 32 
The discussion of cumulative impacts already discloses that remedial actions at the HAAF and SLC 33 
parcels would be conducted prior to wetland restoration (e.g. remediation to levels appropriate for the 34 
proposed wetland reuse generally in accordance with the present project design).  Reference to the BRAC 35 
process and the FUDS process has been clarified in the Cumulative Impact section in chapter 5 of the 36 
SEIR/EIS. 37 
 38 
S-6.7 39 
 40 
See General Response to Comment S-6 above regarding HAAF. 41 
 42 
Scheduling for remedial actions at HAAF ispart of the BRAC process.  The BMKV expansion proposes 43 
no changes for the wetland design at HAAF.  The discussion in the GRR Section 6.1.6 notes that the 44 
some of the actions proposed as part of the authorized HWRP on the HAAF parcel are being considered 45 
as part of potential remedial options.  However, the BMKV expansion makes no determinations regarding 46 
the HAAF parcel regarding these potential remedial options, and thus makes no presumption of what 47 
those options might be.  As noted in GRR Section 5.9.2, depending on the timing for resolution of BRAC 48 
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and FUDS remedial processes, the sequence of construction of the BMKV expansion may change, 1 
depending on timing.  Since the GRR is included with the SEIR/EIS, the discussion of schedule is 2 
adequate.  The lead agencies believe it is speculative at this time to consider that the BRAC or FUDS 3 
processes will not result in remediation of the sites suitable to the proposed wetland use generally in 4 
accordance with the present project design.  Since the BMKV expansion presumes that remedial actions 5 
would take place to make the site suitable for the proposed uses generally in accordance with the present 6 
project design, describes the processes to be followed to resolve remedial concerns, and would not move 7 
with restoration actions on areas where the remedial processes have not been completed, further 8 
discussion about the intricacies of schedules would not add to the impact assessment of the BMKV 9 
expansion itself.  In specific to the SEIR/EIS, chapter 3 notes under Construction Timing, that FUDS 10 
process completion may affect the schedule of proposed restoration actions for the SLC site and perhaps 11 
the southern tidal cell of the expansion site. 12 
 13 
S-6.8 14 
 15 
Comment noted regarding potential use restrictions.  A remedial action plan has not yet been developed 16 
for areas of concern at the BMKV expansion site itself, thus it is premature to speculate about 17 
contamination left “above cleanup goals” and potential land use restrictions. 18 
 19 
Regarding future property owners, successors in interest to the Conservancy for the BMKV expansion 20 
site have not been identified.  Upon completion of the BRAC process, the Conservancy is the likely 21 
successor to the U.S. Army and U.S. Navy for the HAAF and Navy Ballfields sites.  Upon completion of 22 
the SLC FUDS process, the Conservancy plans to lease the parcel from the California State Lands 23 
Commission.  Successors to the Conservancy for the HAAF, SLC, or Navy Ballfields have not been 24 
determined at this time.   25 
 26 
The remedial actions at HAAF, Navy Ballfields, and SLC have not been determined and thus it is 27 
speculative at this point to discuss the acceptance of deed restrictions or as-yet-undetermined remedial 28 
options.  At any rate, this is the subject of the separate BRAC and FUDS processes.. 29 
 30 
S-6.9 31 
 32 
Comment is noted. 33 
 34 
S-6.10 35 
 36 
This comment concerns HAAF – see General Response to Comment I-34. 37 
 38 
S-6.11 39 
 40 
Section 2.3.6 of the GRR and the Geology, Soils, and Seismicity section of chapter 4 of the Draft 41 
SEIR/EIS describe site conditions relative to the BMKV expansion area.  The summary information 42 
presented in the GRR and in the SEIR/EIS is based on the data in the Geotechnical Design Requirements 43 
in GRR Technical appendix C, which has been provided to DTSC.  Settlement impacts are described in 44 
Impact G-2 concerning wetland formation and levees.  As noted in the discussion in this impact, detailed 45 
site-specific geotechnical investigations would be conducted to support the engineering design of levees 46 
and specifications for dredged material placement components.  Site-specific design-level geotechnical 47 
investigations would include review of any locally available recent data on settling, such as at the City of 48 
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Novato  levee.  As noted in the Draft SEIR/EIS, the results of the design-level geotechnical investigation 1 
would be incorporated into the construction plans for levees and dredged material placement and would 2 
adequately account for anticipated settlement and this impact is considered less than significant. 3 
 4 
See General Response to Comment S-6 above regarding soil contamination relevant to SLC and HAAF 5 
levees and a proposed breach of the HAAF/San Pablo Bay levee.   6 
 7 
Regarding BMKV soils, as noted previously, the Conservancy intends to remediate the identified areas of 8 
concern to levels suitable to the proposed wetland reuse in coordination with DTSC, in addition to the SF 9 
RWQCB.  This would need to be completed prior to any reuse of soils from the vicinity of identified 10 
areas of concern.  Soil handling and transport would comply with applicable state and federal laws and 11 
regulations. 12 
 13 
There are no proposed breach locations between the HAAF and BMKV parcel, the HAAF and SLC 14 
parcels, and the SLC and BMKV parcels.  In the preferred alternative for the BMKV expansion, there is 15 
no breach on the SLC site, and the proposed breaches in the outboard levees along San Pablo Bay and 16 
Novato Creek are not in areas that to date have been indicated as areas of remedial concern. 17 
 18 
S-6.12 19 
 20 
See General Response to Comment I-34 below regarding HAAF.  Note that the summary description of 21 
areas of concern at HAAF has been updated in the Final SEIR/EIS to better describe the concerns at the 22 
neighboring parcel. 23 
 24 
The comment asserts that the Archives Search Report (ASR), prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of 25 
Enginers in September, 2001 identified “a number of new potential release sites including a potential 26 
burial area in Pacheco Pond.”  However, the ASR itself concludes (p. 2-1) that while “there is a potential 27 
for previously unidentified disposal areas to be present”…”the historical information review indicates that 28 
these areas would contain construction related debris” and “observations made during site inspection 29 
confirmed the presence of construction debris within the indentified areas”.  The ASR goes on to state 30 
that (p. 2-9), “the review of historical information related to the site revealed no areas of concern, in 31 
addition to those known HTRW sites.”  Thus the assertion of identification of new potential release sites 32 
is incorrect.  The ASR also notes (p. 3-1) that “all previously documented HTRW sites are in various 33 
phases of cleanup and should continue as planned”, and no additional assessment or other environmental 34 
actions were recommended. 35 
 36 
Regarding recent Pacheco Pond sampling results from Marin County, these were summarized in the Draft 37 
SEIR/EIS in the Hazardous Materials and Waste Section in Chapter 4.  Discussion of these results has 38 
been expanded in the Final SEIR/EIS to better describe them for the reader. 39 
 40 
The Enhanced Preliminary Assessment (Weston, Roy Inc., 1990 Enhanced Preliminary Assessment, 41 
Hamilton Army Airfield, Novato California) noted a “hearsay” report of possible bombing areas near the 42 
East Levee landfill, north of the aircraft parking areas, and in Bel Marin Keys (north of runway overrun) 43 
(Weston 1990).  However, the Enhanced PA noted that “the use of any areas on or around Hamilton 44 
Army Airfield for bombing range activities could not be documented” (Weston 1990).  The Enhanced PA 45 
recommended further investigation to verify the existence of any bombing ranges; if any documentation 46 
(such as written or first-hand verbal reports) of bombing ranges were located, the Enhanced PA 47 
recommended an ordnance sweeep of any such identified suspect areas (Weston 1990).   48 
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 1 
Record reviews were conducted subsequent to the Enhanced PA, but no evidence was found to 2 
substantiate the presence of the ranges (ETC 1994).  Privately owned farmland to the north of the 3 
Hamilton Army Airfield was also inspected for the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act 4 
Report (Earth Technology Corporation (ETC) 1994, Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act 5 
Report, Hamilton Army Airfield).  Physical evidence or other records of bombing ranges were not 6 
identified during the CERFA windshield, walk-through and aerial site surveys.  The CERFA report 7 
concluded that the operation of a bombing range in areas used for farming and residences is atypical.  The 8 
CERFA also report concluded that “the lack of substantiating documentation or physical evidence for the 9 
ranges identified in any of the site investigations conducted since the Enhanced PA, in conjunction with 10 
the unlikelihood of the site as a bombing range due to safety considerations, support the…conclusion that 11 
there never was a bombing range at Hamilton Army Airfield” (ETC 1994).  12 
 13 
Regarding ordnance issues, the ASR makes no mention of ordnance uses adjacent to Hamilton.  There is 14 
mention in the ASR (on p. 2-1) of “gunnery training”over Hamilton Field in 1933 by a squadron from 15 
Crissy Field, which the ASR judged to be strafing training.  However this was conducted during 16 
construction of the airfield and it is unlikely that such activity could be conducted safely once the field 17 
was in use.  The ASR did not identify use of the Hamilton site as a “bombing range” in its review of 18 
historical use and did not identify any bombing ranges as ordnance or explosive concerns in its 19 
conclusions and recommendations (USACE St. Louis 2001). 20 
 21 
Regarding potential further assessment of ASR sites, the Army has agreed to prepare a preliminary 22 
assessment work plan for any sites that the Army agrees that they require investigation (Keller, pers 23 
comm. 2002).  However, at this time it is not known which sites, if any, may be determined to require 24 
investigation.  As noted above, the ASR does not present any evidence to demonstrate identification of 25 
new potential hazardous material sites beyond those already being addressed under BRAC. 26 
 27 
S-6.13 28 
 29 
The referenced modeling and design information is all related to the HAAF parcel.  As noted above in 30 
General Response to Comment S-6, no changes in the wetland design are proposed by the BMKV 31 
expansion.  The wetland design for HAAF,was already discussed in the 1998 EIS/EIR..  Also as noted 32 
above, if remedial concerns or solutions are identified that later require a change in wetland designs, at 33 
that point, the lead agencies would determine whether or not additional NEPA/CEQA compliance would 34 
or would not be necessary for any proposed changes. 35 
 36 
Three requests regarding modeling results for HAAF are noted. 37 
 38 
S-6.14 39 
 40 
a)  To date, the areas of concern identified at the SLC site have been located in the southeastern portion of 41 
the site (see new figure 4-14 in the Final SEIR/EIS and Draft Remedial Investigation Report, North 42 
Antenna Field, Hamilton Army Airfield, Novato, CA - December 2001, Shaw Environmental & 43 
Infrastructure, Inc. prepared for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District).  This is the source 44 
of the reference to a “certain portion” on page 3-18 of chapter 3.  However, the lead agencies recognize 45 
that the FUDS remedial process will need to be completed prior to restoration activities on the entire SLC 46 
parcel, and the text in chapter 3 has been updated to remove reference to a “certain portion.”   47 
  48 
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b) At this point, the lead agencies consider it speculative to assert that the entire construction of the 1 
HAAF and BMKV portions of the HWRP would be completed or mostly completed prior to completion 2 
of the FUDS remedial process at the SLC.  As noted above in General Response to Comment S-6, if the 3 
remedial determinations ultimately made through FUDS or the timing of completion would require 4 
changes in the wetland designs proposed for the SLC portions of the HWRP, then at that point, the lead 5 
agencies would evaluate the potential effects of the changes and determine whether or not additional 6 
NEPA/CEQA compliance would be necessary.  In this event, which is considered speculative at this time, 7 
the most likely changes would include construction of an all-weather access road along the NSD 8 
levee/berm and levees to separate the SLC site (or the areas not suitable at the time for wetland reuse) 9 
from the BMKV and HAAF sites.  10 
 11 
c)  This comment is noted.  The BMKV expansion makes no presumption about remedial options at SLC 12 
and no decision regarding removal of soils, cleanup levels, or site restrictions.  These are to be determined 13 
through the FUDS process. 14 
 15 
S-6.15 16 
 17 
As noted on pages 3-18 and 3-25, the dredged material placement period for the BMKV expansion is 18 
expected to take 10 years, not 8 years.  Estimates of dredged material availability are provided in tables 1 19 
through 7 in appendix D in the Technical Appendices of the GRR, which have been provided to DTSC.  20 
The analysis in this appendix is the basis for the summary in the SEIR/EIS on page 3-16 and elsewhere 21 
that adequate dredged material supplies are available for the HWRP and the BMKV expansion. 22 
 23 
“Stable cover” as it relates to remedial options at HAAF or SLC is a subject for the separate BRAC and 24 
FUDS processes .  The BMKV expansion  makes no determinations related to remediation of these sites..  25 
At this point, since no final remedial determinations have been made regarding the areas of concern on 26 
HAAF and SLC, it is speculative to assert that there would be a lack of dredged material available, should 27 
the BRAC and/or FUDS process determine that use of dredged material as cover is part of resolution of 28 
acknowledged contamination concernss=.  Thus, at this time it appears premature to identify contingency 29 
plans for alternate sources of cover. 30 
 31 
Regarding final foot of cover material, the BMKV expansion designs for non-tidal habitats at BMKV (no 32 
non-tidal habitats are proposed at the SLC site) include both use of onsite topsoil and dredged material 33 
and does not select one as a “preferred alternative.”  As noted above, the Conservancy intends to 34 
remediate the identified areas of concern at BMKV to levels suitable to the proposed wetland reuse in 35 
coordination with DTSC as well as SF RWQCB.  This would need to be completed prior to any reuse of 36 
soils from the vicinity of identified areas of concern.  37 
 38 
S-6.16 39 
 40 
Regarding HAAF or Navy Ballfields remedial activities, see General Response to Comment S-6. 41 
 42 
Regarding SLC, the text on page 4-126 has been updated to reflect that remedial cleanup values for the 43 
SLC will be determined following completion of the remedial investigation and feasibility study, 44 
including, if necessary a risk assessment.  45 
 46 
S-6.17 47 
 48 



California State Coastal Conservancy and  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Chapter 3.  Response to Comments

 

 
Responses to Comments 
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (SEIR/EIS)   
Bel Marin Keys Unit V Expansion of the Hamilton 
Wetland Restoration Project 

 
 

3-21 

April 2003

J&S 02-096

 

Section 6.9.1 of Appendix A to the GRR discusses the concept of transportation cost differential.  As 1 
proposed, navigation dredging projects that would experience less cost to transport dredged material to 2 
the HWRP than to their least-cost environmentally acceptable alternative disposal site will transfer the 3 
cost difference to the HWRP.  This source of revenue would provide a portion of the funds necessary for 4 
the authorized components of project implementation.  The request for Congressional authorization 5 
reflected in the GRR is being reduced by the anticipated amount of the transportation cost differential 6 
derived from the applicable navigation projects.  The transfer of transportation cost differental funding to 7 
the HWRP does not prvoide additional monies to support activities beyond those already authorized for 8 
the HWRP or proposed under the GRR.  Furthermore the present project authorization does not permit 9 
environmental remediation activities to be accomplished with project funds. 10 
 11 
S-6.18 12 
 13 
Page 5-6 of the Draft SEIR/EIS states that there could be residual contaminated areas on the Black Point 14 
Antenna Field Restoration Project (BPAFRP).  The BPAFRP is not part of the BMKV expansion and is a 15 
separate project.  It is noted in the cumulative impact assessment because of its proximity to BMKV.  The 16 
comment regarding a preliminary investigation/assessment is noted. 17 
 18 
S-6.19 19 
 20 
As noted above, the limited areas of soil contamination identified to date at the BMKV expansion site are 21 
not expected to necessitate large-scale remedial activities as the areas of concern are discrete areas.  22 
Associated air quality effects of any associated construction vehicles were assessed in the Air Quality 23 
section of chapter 4 based on the assumptions in appendix E.  The additional construction effort 24 
associated with potential remedial activities would be less than that calculated for the earthworks and site 25 
preparation associated with the onshore restoration activity itself.  The onshore construction effort was 26 
not identified to result in a significant effect on air quality, except related to PM10.  Mitigation Measure 27 
A-1 is proposed to control PM10 emissions.  28 
 29 
The remedial activity should take place prior and not at the same time as the earthworks and other site 30 
preparation.  Thus, the estimate in the Draft SEIR/EIS also represents an overestimate of the air quality 31 
effects of likely construction associated with any BMKV remedial actions when they are occurring. 32 
Mitigation Measure A-1 would apply to all construction activities, including any remedial actions. 33 
 34 
Remedial action specifics regarding cleanup controls at the individual areas of concern, including any 35 
need for dust control, would incorporate the measures in Mitigation Measure A-1 and any additional 36 
controls necessary for control for work within contaminated areas. 37 
 38 
Similar to the analysis above of air quality, traffic impacts are discussed in the Transportation section of 39 
chapter 4 and identified to be less than significant.  Since the remedial activity would occur prior to and 40 
be less intensive than the site preparation and earthworks phase, impacts of associated traffic are also 41 
considered to be less than significant. 42 
 43 

44 
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S-7  California Historic Resources Information 1 

System (CHRIS) 2 

S-7.1 3 
 4 
Comment noted. 5 
 6 

7 
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